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ABSTRACT

Researchers have proposed job crafting as a solution for alleviating the pervasive issue of
workplace boredom. This multi-study dissertation sheds light on the relationship between
boredom and job crafting while considering the role of three personality traits: proactive
personality, extraversion, and promotion focus. Study 1 utilized a cross-sectional design that
measured employee perceptions of boredom along with subject matter expert (SME) ratings of
these jobs as boring. The experiment run in Study 2 induced boredom to test its impact on job
crafting along with measuring personality. Results did not support the hypotheses that the links
between boredom and three dimensions of crafting (i.e., increasing structural resources, social
resources, and challenging demands) were dependent on employees being high in proactive
personality, extraversion, or promotion focus. Instead, personality factors were consistently
strong predictors of job crafting above and beyond boredom, regardless of how boredom was
measured (i.e., self-rated, SME-rated, or experimentally manipulated). These findings have
implications for organizations wishing to select individuals who are more inclined to job craft
and less disposed toward feeling bored. An interesting caveat is that these individuals high in
proactive personality or the assertiveness facet of extraversion might be more negatively
impacted by experiencing boredom at work, resulting in less energy to increase structural
resources or challenging demands. Lastly, this study highlights the value of utilizing multiple
methods to measure boredom, along with considering specific dimensions of job crafting and
more narrow personality traits.
Keywords: boredom, job crafting, individual differences
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Studies frequently highlight the changing nature of work ushering in rapid advancements
and investments in technology giving the impression that workplaces are dynamic, and jobs
could change at any moment so employees must be prepared to adapt (e.g., Anderson, 2019;
Bala & Venkatesh, 2016). However, this is not the reality for many employees. Instead, robots
have replaced humans in directly completing work whether on assembly lines, in surgeries,
cleaning floors, flipping burgers, or in online/over-the-phone in customer service roles. While
this has made workplaces more efficient with cheaper services and products, for many people it
has also resulted in workplaces that have become more boring (Cummings et al., 2016). Rather
than performing the work hands-on, employees today are commonly tasked with monitoring the
technology performing the work, which combined with a constant need for stimulation as a
consequence of ubiquitous computing may create conditions ripe for workplace boredom
(Cummings et al., 2016).
Workplace boredom has already been recognized as an important issue with a variety of
consequences (Fisher, 1993; Loukidou et al., 2009). Previous research has highlighted
consequences of boredom in settings where safety is a key concern along with traditional office
settings where boredom is linked to withdrawal (Cummings et al., 2016). Thinking about
workplace boredom objectively, some research suggests that certain jobs are more boring than
others (Mael & Jex, 2015). Unfortunately, job redesign cannot always address objectively boring
job conditions or subjective perceptions of work as boring. For example, some jobs such as
paced assembly line work cannot be performed any other way, and perceptions of jobs as boring
depend on the individual (e.g., Melamed et al., 1995; Tsai, 2016). This study expands upon
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existing literature by considering a potential positive consequence of workplace boredom (i.e.,
job crafting), and the role of personality in determining whether or not this positive outcome
occurs.
This paper is organized by first defining workplace boredom and discussing
consequences of employees experiencing workplace boredom such as performance detriments,
negative attitudes, and counterproductive work behaviors. Next, I explore possible beneficial
outcomes of workplace boredom, an area that has received far less attention compared to the
discussion of harmful consequences. Here I introduce job crafting and three job crafting
dimensions explained within the context of job demands-resources theory. In an attempt to
reconcile previous ambiguous research findings on the relationship between boredom and job
crafting, I outline the tenable role of personality. This builds up to my hypotheses on the impacts
of proactive personality, extraversion, and promotion focus on the link between workplace
boredom and three dimensions of job crafting.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Defining Workplace Boredom
Workplace boredom is a subjective experience, defined by low arousal and dissatisfaction
that stems from a lack of stimulation in one’s environment (Mikulas & Vodanovich, 1993).
Researchers have considered boredom as an affective state characterized by difficulty
concentrating (Fisher, 1993), and participants in one qualitative study described boredom as
extremely unpleasant and distressing, invoking feelings of restlessness and lethargy (Martin et
al., 2006). Boredom may be caused by monotony and repetition (Game, 2007) or a lack of skill
variety (Bruursema et al., 2011). Workplace boredom can be empirically distinguished from
boredom proneness (e.g., Kass et al., 2001) such that individuals high in boredom proneness are
more likely to be dissatisfied with their work and perceive common tasks as requiring significant
effort, leading to experiences of hopelessness, isolation, and distractibility (Farmer & Sundberg,
1986).
Boredom is not only widespread but can have serious consequences for individual
employees and organizations. For example, boredom has been linked to lower vigilance
performance (Kass et al., 2001), decreased effectiveness (Drory, 1982), and more workplace
accidents (Branton, 1970). Bored employees are more likely to engage in distractions such as
visiting websites unrelated to work (Pindek et al., 2018; van der Heijden et al., 2012) and feel
their work is insignificant (Velasco, 2017). In addition, researchers have found that boredom is
linked to job dissatisfaction (Caplan et al., 1975) and absenteeism (Brissett & Snow, 1993).
In more high-stakes settings, researchers have found that boredom can result in
distraction during unmanned aerial vehicle operation (Cummings et al., 2013) and fatigue for
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anesthesiologists (Weinger, 1999). Train drivers experiencing monotony and fatigue reported
their bored experiences negatively impacting their train management skills (Dunn, 2011), and
similarly truck drivers with low alertness showed worse driving performance (Oron-Gilad,
Ronen, & Shinar, 2008). Finally, feelings of boredom can negatively affect athletes’ performance
as measured by the likelihood of achieving international success (Velasco & Jorda, 2020).
Another commonly studied consequence of workplace boredom is counterproductive
work behavior (CWB), broadly defined as any intentional employee behavior that harms or has
the potential to harm an organization or its members (Spector & Fox, 2002). Researchers have
proposed multiple categories of CWB including abuse against others, production deviance,
sabotage, withdrawal, and theft (Spector et al., 2006), along with horseplay which includes
wasting time or resources at work (Bruursema et al., 2011). Workplace boredom has been linked
to broad measures of CWB (Pindek et al., 2018), but may also be linked to specific forms of
CWB depending on the individual employee. For example, some employees may withdraw (e.g.,
avoiding a task) as a mechanism to cope with workplace boredom (Game, 2007) while others
may engage in distractions such as spending time on personal interests (van der Heijden et al.,
2012), or cyberloafing, meaning using technology at work for nonwork-related purposes (Eastin
et al., 2007). Additionally, bored employees could be more likely to gossip about their coworkers
or spread harmful rumors.
Employees may react negatively to feelings of boredom at work for a variety of reasons.
Thinking about justice, Bruursema et al. (2011) suggest that bored employees who feel they are
treated unjustly by their organization might react by stealing or withdrawing. Although it was not
measured, the researchers hypothesized the employees’ retaliation was an effort to generate
excitement at work or escape the boring situation. A study of U.S. Air Force security guards
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found that guards often broke rules to alleviate boredom, even if penalties for those actions were
clearly defined (Charlton & Hertz, 1989). Similarly, car manufacturing workers tried to alleviate
boredom from their monotonous jobs by sabotaging the production process, stealing, and
creating an unsafe work environment (Runcie, 1980). Clearly the underlying motives for bored
employees to perform CWB are vast, while the negative outcomes associated with boredom are
costly and widespread (Rath & Conchie, 2009).
Potential Benefits of Boredom
Although boredom is generally discussed as an undesirable experience related to
numerous negative outcomes, researchers have made the argument that in some cases boredom
can be functional (e.g., Bench & Lench, 2013). For example, boredom may arise because a
situation is viewed as meaningless, which promotes a search to find purpose (Barbalet, 1999).
Supporting this idea, researchers have found that participants who were bored were more likely
to wish for a more meaningful activity (van Tilburg & Igou, 2012) or search for meaningful
outcomes using the retrieval of meaningful memories (van Tilburg et al., 2013). Additionally,
boredom could be an adaptive response that protects against information overload (Klapp, 1986)
and physical expressions of boredom could prompt others to facilitate in making a change
(Bench & Lench, 2013). An experiment conducted by Mann and Cadman (2014) found that
participants who completed a boring task for 15 minutes were more creative as measured by the
number of different uses for two plastic cups. These findings and ideas around consequences of
boredom demonstrate that boredom can motivate behaviors that create change. In the following
sections, I explain when these behaviors motivated by feeling bored may inspire one positive
behavior at work known as job crafting.
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Defining Job Crafting
“Boredom...is an alerting phenomenon that all is not well and something must be done”
(Gaylin, 1979, p. 129). “In an organizational context, something that can be done to alleviate
boredom is job crafting. Job crafting was first defined as proactive actions that individual
employees could take to improve their work situations (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job
crafting is a bottom-up method of shaping one’s job by thinking about work differently,
changing the nature of work tasks, or adjusting relationships at work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001). Unfortunately, the job crafting literature is currently divided primarily between two
theoretical perspectives: role-based and resource-based job crafting. Proposed by Wrzesniewski
and Dutton (2001), the role-based perspective explains that individuals can proactively improve
their work situations using task, relational, or cognitive crafting. Task crafting implies taking
action to perform additional tasks or, oppositely, taking action to eliminate tasks. Relational
crafting involves strengthening existing relationships or forming new relationships at work.
Cognitive crafting is focused on one’s mindset and involves adjusting the way one perceives the
work environment (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). All forms of job crafting may be useful in
reducing boredom because boredom is a subjective experience that might be best handled at the
individual level.
While the role-based perspective is useful for understanding job crafting, according to a
recent meta-analysis by Rudolph et al. (2017), a majority of studies have conceptualized and
measured job crafting using the resource-based perspective that puts job crafting into the context
of job demands-resources model (JD-R; Demerouti et al., 2001). As a leading model in
occupational health, JD-R theory explains how various job design elements impact employee
well-being and performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). According to the model, employees
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might experience the components of burnout (i.e., exhaustion and disengagement) via two
pathways. First, demands such as physical workload, recipient contact, and time pressure can
drain employees and lead to exhaustion, and second, not having enough resources to meet job
demands (e.g., employees not receiving feedback, job security, support) can result in
disengagement (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Boredom, Job Crafting, and JD-R Theory
The goal of job crafting is for employees to improve the fit between their personal
abilities and job demands. Employees may feel bored or dissatisfied when they do not believe
their skills and abilities match the job requirements (Kristof, 1996). Thinking about JD-R,
employees may experience workplace boredom because insufficient demands make work
unchallenging, or a lack of resources make work unstimulating. Further, employees may be
bored as a product of low energy from low demands and low motivation from low resources
(Reijseger et al., 2013). Supporting this idea, Reijseger et al. (2013) found that workplace
boredom was negatively linked to demands (i.e., workload, emotional demands, mental
demands) and negatively linked to resources (i.e., autonomy, support). In short, a boring job
demands minimum activity and does not supply pleasure, which is where job crafting and
changing one’s job characteristics become relevant.
Under the JD-R framework and oftentimes labeled as resource-based crafting (e.g.,
Bruning & Campion, 2019; Zhang & Parker, 2019), job crafting has been conceptualized as four
dimensions including increasing structural resources, increasing social resources, increasing
challenging demands, and decreasing hindering demands (Tims et al., 2012). Increasing
structural resources may include learning new skills or modifying job duties while increasing
social resources includes connecting to coworkers or finding a mentor. Challenging demands,
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such as workload, are perceived as developmental or leading to personal growth, as opposed to
hindering demands that obstruct growth or successful performance. Unlike Wrzesniewski and
Dutton’s (2001) model, these conceptualizations within the JD-R model focus entirely on
behaviors without inclusion of a cognitive reframing dimension.
Referring to the four dimensions described above, employees aim to increase resources
that motivate and regulate energy levels, while managing demands that might exhaust resources
(Tims & Bakker, 2010). Although these dimensions are frequently discussed as reflecting an
overall construct of job crafting, meta-analytic findings show that reducing hindering demands is
likely a separate withdrawal construct (Rudolph et al., 2017). Rather than adding to the body of
research linking boredom and withdrawal/CWB, the current study focuses on the relationship
between boredom and productive behaviors including increasing structural resources, increasing
social resources, and increasing challenging demands. Definitions and examples of these three
job crafting dimensions are provided in Table 1.
Table 1 Three job dimensions of job crafting based on Tims et al. (2012) framework
Dimension
Definition
Examples
Increasing structural
Performing behaviors that may
Professional self-development
resources
result in greater autonomy, skill
Learning new skills
variety, or other motivational job Modifying job duties
characteristics
Increasing social
Generating social job resources
Connecting to coworkers
resources
that lead to valued outcomes such Finding a mentor
as work engagement and job
Asking for feedback
satisfaction
Increasing challenging Expanding work demands to
Performing extra tasks
demands
avoid an under stimulating job
Getting more involved at work
that could cause boredom
Voluntarily testing new tools
Boredom and Job Crafting
Based on JD-R theory, employees may experience workplace boredom due to a lack of
stimulating job resources and challenges. By using job crafting (i.e., increasing structural
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resources, increasing social resources, and increasing challenging demands) employees can
balance job demands and job resources with personal abilities and needs (Tims & Bakker, 2010).
At present, only a few studies have empirically tested this idea, theorizing that job crafting could
reduce workplace boredom. Using an online survey administered to employees across multiple
occupations, Sánchez-Cardona et al. (2020) and Harju et al. (2018) both found that workplace
boredom was negatively related to increasing structural resources, increasing social resources,
and increasing challenging demands. While these studies support the idea that boredom might be
reduced by job crafting, they were both cross-sectional and therefore it is difficult to draw
conclusions about directionality. It may instead be the case that employees experiencing
workplace boredom are lacking the job resources or motivation to job craft.
Investigating this issue of temporal precedence, a cross-lagged study found that Time 1
job crafting conceptualized as increasing structural resources, increasing social resources, and
increasing challenges was negatively related to Time 2 workplace boredom (Harju et al., 2016)
substantiating the idea that job crafting can be utilized to combat boredom. However, the
researchers also found that workplace boredom measured at Time 1 negatively predicted all three
types of job crafting measured at Time 2. Replicating this finding, van Hooff and van Hooft
(2014) found that both work-related boredom and bored behaviors were negatively linked to
increasing structural resources and challenging job demands. Similarly, a daily diary study found
that individuals experiencing high levels of state boredom at work were less likely to job craft
(Baratta & Spence, 2017).
Taken together, these contradictory findings suggest that workplace boredom might
inspire job crafting, but it might also impede job crafting. In line with the proposition that
motivation to job craft depends on individual dispositions (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), I
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propose that these mixed findings might be explained by theoretically relevant personality
differences. Specifically, I outline the impact of proactive personality, extraversion, and
promotion focus on the relationship between workplace boredom and job crafting. Considering
the nature of these three personality traits, I hypothesize their unique impacts on the relationships
between workplace boredom and each of the dimensions of job crafting described above. I
propose that proactive personality might enable all three dimensions of job crafting, extraversion
might influence the link between boredom and increasing social resources, and promotion focus
might influence the link between boredom and increasing challenging demands.
Proactive Personality and Job Crafting
Proactive personality is the behavioral tendency to initiate change in one’s environment
(Bateman & Crant, 1993) and serves as a strong determinant of proactive behavior across a
variety of situations (Parker et al., 2010). Job crafting is often considered a proactive behavior
construct similar to personal initiative or taking charge (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012; Crant, 2000),
behaviors which tend to be executed more frequently by individuals with a disposition toward
proactive behavior (Tims et al., 2012). Building from JD-R theory, an employee experiencing
workplace boredom because of low demands and resources might be more prone to utilize job
crafting to reduce that boredom if he or she is high in proactive personality. Similar to the way
that proactivity occurs across a variety of situations such as continuous improvement and
teamwork (Fuller et al., 2010), career adaptability (Tolentino et al., 2014), and job creativity
(Kim et al., 2010), this idea may hold true across the multiple dimensions of job crafting.
Specifically, proactive employees may be more likely to increase structural resources, increase
social resources, and increase challenging demands because they recognize opportunities, take
initiative, and are more self-motivated to stay engaged (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012).
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Thinking specifically about increasing structural resources, researchers have suggested
that individuals higher in proactive personality are more self-motivated toward learning (Major
et al., 2006) and can better harness available resources in order to achieve their objectives (Crant,
1996). For example, one study showed that proactive personality predicted the number of
training courses employees registered for and the number of hours they spent in training (Major
et al., 2006). Individuals high in proactive personality are also more likely to create change
within themselves or to their work situations (Parker et al., 2010), which might be reflected in
capitalizing on developmental opportunities or additional responsibilities at work. Supporting
this logic, meta-analysis has found a strong relationship between proactive personality and
increasing structural resources (Rudolph et al., 2017), leading me to predict the following:
Hypothesis 1a: The relationship between workplace boredom and increasing structural resources
will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality.
In addition to experiences of workplace boredom being shaped by job characteristics,
boredom has also been considered within the social context of work (e.g., Loukidou et al., 2009).
For example, researchers highlight the importance of work friendships and social support
networks (Bakker et al., 2012) and have found that boredom is linked to alienation (Tolor, 1989)
perhaps showing that bored employees may feel alone or that alienated employees are more
likely to get bored. Social support can come from peers or supervisors who might offer help or
confirm that an individual is accepted and valued (Baer & Oldham, 2006). Thinking about social
resources in the context of job crafting, employees higher in proactive personality may be more
likely to increase their social resources due to their tendency to be more prone to taking action
and responsibility (Parker et al., 2006).
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Supporting this proposition, a recent meta-analysis found a moderate relationship (ρ =
.23) between proactive personality and increasing social resources (Rudolph et al., 2017).
Indirectly supporting a relationship between proactive personality and increasing social
resources, researchers have found links between proactive personality and network building
(Thompson, 2005) along with proactive socialization (Ashford & Cummings, 1985).
Additionally, research has shown that proactive personality predicts a higher quality relationship
with one’s supervisor (Li et al., 2010). While this relationship likely also depends on the
personality type of the supervisor (e.g., Fuller et al., 2015), a high-quality work relationship
might result in the employee being more likely to ask for feedback, advice, or coaching.
Hypothesis 1b: The relationship between workplace boredom and increasing social resources
will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality.
Considering the third dimension of job crafting, increasing challenging demands,
employees high in proactive personality may be more likely to seek out challenges when they do
not feel stimulated at work (Bakker et al., 2012). Studies show that proactive employees are
more likely to go beyond their formal job duties by taking on additional demands that benefit the
organization (Baba et al., 2009; Liguori et al., 2013) and those within the organization (Jawahar
& Liu, 2016). Additionally, employees who have proactively sought out more resources might
have a surplus of resources which allows them to take on new challenges (Hakanen et al., 2018).
Supporting these ideas, meta-analysis shows a .64 relationship between proactive personality and
increasing challenging demands (Rudolph et al., 2017). These leads me to predict the following:
Hypothesis 1c: The relationship between workplace boredom and increasing challenging
demands will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality.
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Extraversion and Job Crafting
Employees high in extraversion are more outgoing and proficient at managing social
interactions (Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998). They have qualities directly relevant for interpersonal
relationships, such as sociability, warmth, and friendliness (Goldberg et al., 1998). This means
that employees higher in extraversion should more regularly and more proficiently socially
engage with others at work. Reflecting these ideas, research has shown that more extraverted
individuals felt more comfortable leading conversations and were generally more confident and
assertive (Cuperman & Ickes, 2009). When measured in a group setting, researchers found a
positive relationship between sociability and team orientation (Moon et al., 2008). Considering
sociability as one component of extraversion (e.g., Eaves & Eysenck, 1975) this finding points to
employees higher in extraversion being more inspired to work with others.
In addition to being positively related to personal initiative (Tornau & Frese, 2013),
extraversion has been directly linked to increasing social job resources (Rudolph et al., 2017).
Research has also shown that employees higher in extraversion are more likely to receive
mentoring and consequently obtain greater career success, measured both objectively and
subjectively (Turban et al., 2016). Accordingly, employees higher in extraversion should be
more interested in interacting with others at work and thereby more likely to increase their social
job resources. This leads to my second hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between workplace boredom and increasing social resources will
be stronger for employees high in extraversion.
Hypotheses are not being proposed for extraversion as a moderator of the relationships
between workplace boredom and increasing structural resources or increasing challenging
demands. Extraverted individuals tend to have good social skills, prefer more frequent
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interpersonal interactions, and have more friends (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1995; Furnham et al.,
2001) making this personality trait most relevant to the job crafting dimension focused around
social resources. For the overall trait of extraversion, there is not a strong theoretical basis for
links with the two remaining dimensions of job crafting. However, researchers have identified
facets of extraversion labeled as assertiveness and enthusiasm (DeYoung et al., 2007). The facet
of enthusiasm has also been called sociability or affiliation, and explains why extraverts prefer
close interpersonal relationships (Depue & Collins, 1999).
The facet of assertiveness is less related to an individual acting friendly or showing
positive emotions and more about the tendency toward social dominance, accomplishing goals,
and enjoying positions of leadership (Depue & Collins, 1999). Thinking about increasing
structural resources and increasing challenging demands, the assertiveness facet of extraversion
has been linked to proactivity (Major et al., 2006). Assertive individuals tend to seek out more
excitement and activity (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1994) which could result in seeking out structural
resources and more challenges at work. Considering the intricacies of the facets of extraversion, I
ran exploratory analyses to examine the relationships among workplace boredom, the
assertiveness facet of extraversion, and increasing structural resources and increasing
challenging demands.
Promotion Focus and Job Crafting
In addition to increasing structural or social resources, a final method of reducing
workplace boredom is for employees to make work more challenging (Siddiqi, 2015), a type of
job crafting that may be more likely for employees high in promotion focus. According to
Higgin’s (1997) regulatory focus theory, people high in promotion focus direct attention to their
goals and accomplishments, as opposed to people with higher levels of prevention focus who
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concentrate on safety and avoiding losses. An individual high in promotion focus strives to reach
goals because these hopes and aspirations are viewed as advancements that provide feelings of
pleasure (Crowe & Higgins, 1997).
Regulatory focus has been shown to impact decision making, behavioral change, and task
performance (Higgins, 2005) and researchers suggest that having a high promotion focus might
energize individuals to accomplish more at work (Chen & Zhang, 2017). Along these lines,
employees with a promotion focus tend to direct their attention toward growth and
developmental opportunities, leading them to take on new tasks (Gorman et al., 2012). Rather
than being vigilant to avoid errors at work (e.g., Crowe & Higgins, 1997), individuals high in
promotion focus should be more eager to take risks. Taking a risk such as increasing challenging
job demands might be a method for promotion focused employees to reach their goals (Tims &
Bakker, 2010).
In terms of JD-R theory and finding a balance between job demands and resources,
employees who are bored because of low demands may be more inclined to seek out additional
work-related demands if they are high in promotion focus. Researchers have considered
promotion focus as a strategic inclination to try and reach a desired end-state (Crowe & Higgins,
1997) or in this case to reach a desired fit to one’s job. Examples of promotion focused tasks
include incorporating new technology, initiating changes, and striving for career development
opportunities (Van Dijk & Kluger, 2011). These are reflective of enriching jobs through
expansive job crafting which incorporates increasing challenging demands such as taking on new
or additional tasks and responsibilities (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Supporting these ideas,
meta-analysis shows a strong relationship between promotion focus and increasing challenging
demands (Rudolph et al., 2017). This leads to my third hypothesis:

15

Hypothesis 3: The relationship between workplace boredom and increasing challenging
demands will be stronger for employees high in promotion focus.
Hypotheses are not proposed for promotion focus as a moderator of the relationships
between workplace boredom and increasing structural resources or increasing social resources.
Promotion focus as a personality trait is about directing attention to reach goals and taking on
challenges or opportunities (Higgins, 2000). Drawing from JD-R theory, employees are unlikely
to increase their job demands if they are lacking job resources. As described previously, job
crafting by increasing demands includes behaviors such as asking for more work, which could
not be accomplished without resources such as job control or support (Demerouti et al., 2001).
That being said, employees high in promotion focus might be more driven to seek resources as
tools allowing them to increase job demands. For example, Petrou et al. (2018) found that
promotion focus employees who received adequate communication about an organizational
change were more likely to seek resources and challenges. Considering these findings, I ran
exploratory analyses examining promotion focus as a moderator of the relationships between
workplace boredom and increasing structural resources and increasing social job resources.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Two studies were conducted in order to more comprehensively test the hypotheses
proposed. Because the relationships among workplace boredom, job crafting, and personality are
largely unexplored in the existing literature, a cross-sectional study was used to test whether
personality traits moderate the proposed relationships between workplace boredom and job
crafting. In addition to testing all hypotheses using employees’ subjective perceptions of
workplace boredom, my design also allowed me to test the impact of workplace boredom as
determined by subject matter experts (SMEs). Considering outsider ratings of workplace
boredom has important implications for future job redesign and employee well-being
interventions that could be created based on findings from this research.
Study 2 utilized an experimental design allowing me to manipulate workplace boredom
as the independent variable. Previous studies testing relationships between boredom and job
crafting have been primarily cross-sectional (e.g., Sánchez-Cardona et al., 2020, van Hooff &
van Hooft, 2014) or involved only two waves of data collection with three years in between
measurement periods, making it difficult to make causal conclusions (e.g., Harju et al., 2016;
Harju et al., 2018). Using an experiment allowed me to address concerns about temporal
precedence along with ruling out extraneous variables through the use of random sampling
(Shadish et al., 2002).
Study 1 Participants and Procedures
Participants were recruited using an online university platform and snowball sampling.
For snowball sampling, research assistants shared the link to the survey on social media
platforms (e.g., LinkedIn, Facebook, Reddit) and via email to personal contacts. Of the 189
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respondents, 19 were removed for failing both attention checks. Remaining participants were
68.8% women, an average age of 29.74 years (SD=13.02), and had been working an average of
9.5 years. Around 45.3% reported receiving at least a bachelor’s degree. A majority of the
sample, 66.3%, identified as White, 18.4% identified as Hispanic/Latino, 6.7% as Black/African
American, 3.1% as Asian/Pacific Islander, and 5.5% as Other.
Study 1 Measures
The online survey included boredom proneness, job autonomy, age, and gender as control
variables. Individuals higher in boredom proneness may be predisposed to experiencing state
boredom (e.g., Hunter et al., 2016), while employees lacking job autonomy may not be able to
job craft with past findings showing that autonomy has a significant impact on job crafting (e.g.,
Petrou et al., 2012; Sekiguchi et al., 2017). For gender and age, research has shown that men
tend to show more boredom proneness than women (Sundberg et al., 1991) while younger
employees tend to be more susceptible to boredom (Vodanovich & Kass, 1990). Additional
demographic questions included ethnicity, highest degree level of education, years of work
experience, and job titles. After recording their job title, participants were asked to describe their
five most commonly performed job duties during a typical week at work, which were rated by 13
SMEs to provide an outsider measure of workplace boredom. These SMEs (i.e., research
assistants) read the job descriptions provided by participants then decided how boring the job
was on a scale from 1 (not boring at all) to 10 (extremely boring). Frame of reference training
provided raters with examples of jobs considered boring such that tasks were repetitive,
monotonous, and did not require taking initiative. Jobs were explained to be less boring if they
involved high discretion and variety, or if the tasks were complex, required a lot of skill, and
sounded meaningful. Subject matter experts practiced providing ratings to ensure a common
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metric. This method is modeled after Spector and Jex’s (1991) procedure using incumbents to
generate ratings from job descriptions. The intraclass correlation coefficient value of .92 shows
good interrater reliability (Portney & Watkins, 2009) meaning the raters achieved high levels of
absolute agreement. Finally, I included two attention check questions (i.e., select “agree”) to
identify careless responding.
Workplace boredom. Workplace boredom was measured using the Multidimensional State
Boredom Scale (MSBS; Fahlman et al., 2013) which assesses five dimensions of the experience
of boredom including Disengagement, High Arousal, Inattention, Low Arousal, and Time
Perception. Specifically, I used a shortened version of the MSBS from Hunter, Dyer, Cribbie,
and Eastwood (2015) that includes eight items meant to distinguish between bored and not bored
rather than measuring all five dimensions of the original MSBS. Items were measured on a fivepoint Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and were shown to be
reliable with an alpha of .88.
Proactive personality. Proactive personality was measured using Parker and Sprigg’s (1999)
shortened version of the full proactive personality scale (PPS; Bateman & Crant, 1993). This
included four items with a sample item: “If I see something I don’t like, I fix it.” Participants
were asked to rate items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and the scale
had a Cronbach’s alpha of .83 for the cross-sectional study and .72 for the experiment.
Extraversion. The Big Five Aspects Scales (BFAS; DeYoung et al., 2007) was used to
measure both facets of extraversion (i.e., assertiveness and enthusiasm). The BFAS extraversion
scale includes 10 assertiveness items such as, “Can talk others into doing things” with an internal
reliability of .81 for the cross-sectional study and .77 for the experiment, plus 10 enthusiasm
items such as, “Laugh a lot” with an internal reliability of .85 for the cross-sectional study and

19

.78 for the experiment. The BFAS Extraversion scale asks participants to indicate the extent to
which they agree that each statement describes them well from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).
Promotion focus. Promotion focus was measured using nine items from the Work Regulatory
Focus Scale (WRF; Neubert et al., 2008). A sample item is “I take chances at work to maximize
my goals for advancement” rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
scale had a high reliability of .86 for the cross-sectional study and .85 for the experiment.
Job crafting. The three dimensions of job crafting were measured using the Job Crafting
Scale (Tims et al., 2012) The three subscales each include five items. A sample item for
increasing structural job resources is “I try to develop myself professionally” with a reliability of
.84. A sample item of increasing social job resources is “I ask others for feedback on my job
performance” which was found to have an alpha value of .86. For increasing job demands, a
sample item is “When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself proactively as project
coworker.” This subscale was shown to have a reliability estimate of .89. All subscales ask
participants to indicate how often they engage in each of the behaviors (1 = never, 2 = seldom, 3
= regularly, 4 = often, 5 = very often).
Boredom Proneness. A shortened version by Struk et al. (2017) of the Boredom Proneness
Scale (BPS; Farmer & Sundberg, 1986) was used to measure boredom proneness. The shortened
version contains eight items measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) from Vodanovich et al. (2005). The inventory was shown to have
a Cronbach’s alpha of .84.
Job autonomy. Job autonomy was measured using three items from the Job Diagnostic
Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1980) using a rating scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
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(strongly agree). These include: “I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job”;
“I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work”, and “I have considerable opportunity
for independence and freedom in how I do my job” which were shown to have an internal
consistency reliability of .90.
Analyses for Study 1
I began by cleaning the data and removing participants who failed both attention checks.
All predictor variables were centered around their means to improve interpretation (Dalal &
Zickar, 2012). All hypotheses were tested first using self-reported measures of workplace
boredom, and then using the measure of workplace boredom from SME ratings of each job. The
use of SMEs to provide outsider ratings of workplace boredom is supported by previous research
showing that SMEs can provide objective ratings of the work environment (e.g., Harvey &
Wilson, 2000; Spector & Jex, 1991).
The moderation hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analysis. The
regression models included boredom proneness, job autonomy, gender, and age which were
entered in the first step as control variables. For each hypothesis, I created an interaction term
then used regression analysis to see if the interaction between workplace boredom and the
relevant personality trait predicted job crafting above and beyond the individual predictors. For
significant interaction terms, I used PROCESS Model 1 to probe the interaction to compare the
relationship between workplace boredom and job crafting at high levels (+1SD) verses low levels
(-1SD) of the personality trait.
I additionally ran supplemental analyses to test the interactive effects not formally
hypothesized. Considering the facet level of extraversion, I tested the interaction between
assertiveness and workplace boredom on increasing structural resources and then on increasing
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challenging demands. Finally, I tested the interaction of workplace boredom and promotion
focus on the dimensions of job crafting not hypothesized (i.e., increasing structural resources and
increasing social resources).
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS OF STUDY 1
Descriptive Statistics
Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations of study variables are presented
in Table 2. Job autonomy was positively related to all three dimensions of job crafting,
supporting the idea that employees have more opportunities to change their jobs when they have
greater freedom in the way their work is performed. Boredom proneness had a strong positive
relationship with self-reported boredom, but a smaller relationship with SME-rated boredom.
While self-reported boredom was significantly related to increasing structural resources, social
resources, and challenging demands, SME-rated boredom was not significantly linked to any
dimension of job crafting, supporting the unique variance captured by these constructs along
with the need to test for intervening variables.
Table 2 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
N
M
SD
1
1. Gender
2. Age

2

3

4

5

6

5. Self-report Boredom

163
163
169
167
168

.72
29.74
3.74
2.41
2.79

.45
13.02
1.01
.83
.92

-.04
-.01
-.04
.01

.14
-.32**
-.27**

-.27**
-.32**

.72**

6. SME-rated Boredom

163

6.60

1.61

.06

-.09

-.12

.27**

.27**

.02
.10
.15
-.19*
-.04

.32**
.17*
.22**
.28**
.31**

-.24**
-.29**
-.38**
-.24**
-.27**

-.23**
-.21**
-.31**
-.19*
-.32**

-.14
-.09
-.01
-.19*
-.08

-.21**

.17*

-.15

-.17*

-.03

-.01

.22**

-.18*

-.17*

-.03

3. Job Autonomy
4. Boredom Proneness

7. Proactive Personality
167
4.14
.74
-.07
8. Assertiveness
168
3.63
.64
-.17*
9. Extraversion
168
3.66
.58
-.04
10.Promotion Focus
166
3.74
.77
-.17*
11.Increasing Structural
170
3.98
.75
-.05
Resources
12.Increasing Social
170
3.09
.91
-.09
Resources
13.Increasing Challenging
170
3.16
1.16
.01
Demands
Note. Gender is coded as 0 (male) and 1 (female). ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < 0.01.
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Table 2 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
N
M
SD
7
1. Gender
2. Age

163
163
169
167

.72
29.74
3.74
2.41

8

9

10

11

12

.45
13.02
1.01
.83

3. Job Autonomy
4. Boredom
Proneness
5. Self-report
168
2.79
.92
Boredom
6. SME-rated
163
6.60
1.61
Boredom
7. Proactive
167
4.14
.74
Personality
8. Assertiveness
168
3.63
.64
.41**
9. Extraversion
168
3.66
.58
.31** .85**
10. Promotion Focus
166
3.74
.77
.42** .39**
11. Increasing
170
3.98
.75
.45** .32**
Structural
Resources
12. Increasing Social
170
3.09
.91
.35**
.14
Resources
13. Increasing
170
3.16
1.16
.30** .31**
Challenging
Demands
Note. Gender is coded as 0 (male) and 1 (female). ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < 0.01.

.
.
.30**
.34**

.54**

.18*

.47**

.42**

.33**

.47**

.49**

.47**

Tests of Hypotheses for Study 1 using Self-Rated Boredom

All models hypothesized that personality would moderate the relationship between
boredom and job crafting after controlling for boredom proneness, job autonomy, gender, and
age. Hypothesis 1a proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
structural resources will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Moderated
regression analysis showed significant main effects of proactive personality (b = .39, p < .01) but
not self-reported boredom (b = -.14, p = .09). Results also showed a significant interaction term
(b = -.17, p < .01). Follow up tests of conditional effects showed that the relationship between
boredom and increasing structural resources was not significant at -1SD of proactive personality
(b = -.01, p = .92) but was significant and negative at +1SD (b = -.26, p < .01).
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Table 3 Increasing structural resources regressed on self-reported boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Proactive Personality
Boredom
Proactive X Boredom

B
-.01
-.03
-.08
.10
.39
-.14
-.17

β

(SE)
(.00)
(.11)
(.09)
(.06)
(.07)
(.08)
(.06)

-.14
-.02
-.09
.13
.38
-.17
-.18
9.88**

F
R2

t
-1.99*
-.24
-.87
1.80
5.23**
-1.71
-2.69**

.28

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Hypothesis 1b proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
social resources will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Regression analysis
showed a significant main effect of proactive personality on increasing social resources (b = .34,
p < .01), but no significant main effect of boredom (b = -.09, p = .37) or interaction effect (b =
.08, p = .33).
Table 4 Increasing social resources regressed on self-reported boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Proactive Personality
Boredom
Proactive X Boredom

B
-.02
-.18
-.16
.07
.34
-.09
.08

β

(SE)
(.01)
(.15)
(.13)
(.07)
(.10)
(.11)
(.08)

-.28
-.09
-.15
.07
.27
-.09
.07
5.86**
.17

F
R2

t
-3.68**
-1.18
-1.25
.90
3.50**
-.90
.99

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Hypothesis 1c proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
challenging demands will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Although
proactive personality significantly predicted increasing challenging demands above and beyond
the other predictors (b = .40, p < .01), there was no main effect of self-reported boredom (b =
.00, p = .99). Not supporting this hypothesis, the interaction between boredom and proactive
personality on increasing challenging demands was not significant (b = -.15, p = .17).
Table 5 Increasing challenging demands regressed on self-reported boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor

B

Age

-.01

Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Proactive Personality
Boredom
Proactive X Boredom
F
R2

.07
-.17
.14
.40
.00

-.15

(SE)
(.01)
(.20)
(.16)
(.10)
(.13)
(.14)
(.11)

β

t

-.07
.03

-.85

-.12

-1.10

.12
.26
.00

1.43
3.12**

-.11

-1.39

.33

.01

3.28**
.10

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Moderation analysis was also used to test Hypothesis 2 that the relationship between
workplace boredom and increasing social resources will be stronger for employees high in
extraversion. Results showed no significant main effects of extraversion (b = .20, p = .13) or
boredom (b = -.10, p = .35) on increasing social resources. Not supporting the hypothesis, the
interaction between boredom and extraversion on increasing social resources was not significant
(b = -.11, p = .37).
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Table 6 Increasing social resources regressed on self-reported boredom and
extraversion
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Extraversion
Boredom
Extraversion X
Boredom
F
R2

β

B
-.02
-.19
-.11
.11
.20
-.10

(SE)
(.01)
(.15)
(.12)
(.07)
(.13)
(.11)

-.32
-.09
-.10
.12
.12
-.10

t
-3.98**
-1.27
-.85
1.48
1.53
-.94

-.11

(.12)

-.07

-.90

3.92**
.11

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Considering the intricacies of the facets of extraversion, I ran exploratory analyses to
examine the relationships among the remaining dimensions of job crafting with workplace
boredom and the assertiveness facet of extraversion. The interaction between boredom and
assertiveness did not significantly impact increasing structural resources (b = -.07, p = .46) or
increasing challenging demands (b = .15, p = .31). Although assertiveness did significantly
predict both increasing structural resources (b = .30, p < .01) and increasing challenging
demands (b = .53, p < .01).
Table 7 Increasing structural resources regressed on self-reported boredom and
assertiveness
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Assertiveness
Boredom
Assertiveness X
Boredom

β

B
-.01
-.02
-.06
.15
.30
-.15

(SE)
(.00)
(.12)
(.10)
(.06)
(.09)
(.09)

-.16
-.01
-.06
.20
.25
-.18

t
-2.16*
-.16
-.59
2.65**
3.35**
-1.77

.07

(.09)

.05

.75

6.57**
.19

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 8 Increasing challenging demands regressed on self-reported boredom and
assertiveness
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Assertiveness
Boredom
Assertiveness X
Boredom

β

B
-.01
.13
-.11
.18
.53
-.01

(SE)
(.01)
(.20)
(.16)
(.09)
(.15)
(.14)

-.08
.05
-.08
.15
.29
-.01

t
-.97
.67
-.70
1.92
3.65**
-.05

.15

(.14)

.08

1.02

3.83**
.11

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Finally, hypothesis 3 proposed the relationship between workplace boredom and
increasing challenging demands would be stronger for employees high in promotion focus.
While promotion focus was a significant predictor of increasing challenging demands (b = .75, p
< .01), boredom did not have a significant main effect (b = .02, p = .89). The interaction between
boredom and promotion focus on increasing challenging demands was also not significant (b =
.09, p = .45).
Table 9 Increasing challenging demands regressed on self-reported boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Promotion Focus
Boredom
Promotion Focus X
Boredom

β

B
.01
.22
-.02
.06
.75
-.02

(SE)
(.01)
(.19)
(.15)
(.09)
(.12)
(.13)

.07
.09
-.02
.05
.49
-.01

t
.85
1.21
-.16
.66
6.24**
.14

.09

(.11)

.05

.77

7.72**
.23

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Exploratory analyses found that promotion focus significantly predicted increasing
structural resources (b = .48, p < .01) and increasing social resources (b = .49, p < .01), but did
not act as a moderator of the relationships between workplace boredom and increasing structural
resources (b = .07, p = .28) or increasing social resources (b = .14, p =.11).
Table 10 Increasing structural resources regressed on self-reported boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Promotion Focus
Boredom
Promo Focus X
Boredom

β

B
-.00
.05
.00
.07
.48
-.16

(SE)
(.00)
(.11)
(.09)
(.05)
(.07)
(.08)

-.02
.03
.01
.10
.48
-.19

t
-.28
.41
.05
1.34
6.59**
-2.01*

.07

(.07)

.07

1.08

12.22**
.33

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 11 Increasing social resources regressed on self-reported boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Promotion Focus
Boredom
Promo Focus X
Boredom

β

B
-.01
-.07
-.02
.03
.44
-.11

(SE)
(.01)
(.15)
(.12)
(.07)
(.10)
(.10)

-.18
-.04
-.02
.03
.37
-.11

t
-2.36*
-.51
-.18
.36
4.41**
-1.06

.14

(.09)

.11

1.61

8.24**
.24

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Tests of Hypotheses for Study 1 using SME Ratings of Boredom
All hypotheses were tested again still controlling for age, gender, boredom proneness,
and job autonomy, but this time using the measure of boredom from the SME ratings.
Hypothesis 1a proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
structural resources will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Results showed
no significant main effect of SME-rated boredom (b = .01, p = .70), but a strong main effect of
proactive personality predicting increasing structural resources (b = .41, p < .01). Moderated
regression analysis showed that the interaction term was significant (b = -.12, p < .01), and
follow up tests of conditional effects showed a significant positive effect of boredom on
increasing structural resources at -1SD of proactive personality (b = .11, p < .05), but
nonsignificant results at +1SD (b = -.08, p = .09).
Table 12 Increasing structural resources regressed on SME-rated boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Proactive Personality
Boredom
Proactive X Boredom

B
-.01
-.06
-.19
.10
.41
.01
-.12

β

(SE)
(.00)
(.11)
(.07)
(.06)
(.08)
(.03)
(.04)

-.14
-.03
-.21
.14
.41
.03
-.21
9.62**

F
R2

t
-1.95
-.51
-2.71**
1.88
5.45**
.38
-2.96**

.27

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Hypothesis 1b proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
social resources will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Regression analysis
showed a significant main effect of proactive personality on increasing social resources (b = .37,
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p < .01), but no significant effect of SME-rated bored (b = .03, p = .51). Further the interaction
term was not significant (b = -.02, p = .79).
Table 13 Increasing social resources regressed on SME-rated boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Proactive Personality
Boredom
Proactive X Boredom

B
-.02
-.17
-.18
.07
.37
.03
-.02

β

(SE)
(.01)
(.15)
(.09)
(.07)
(.10)
(.04)
(.06)

-.28
-.09
-.16
.08
.30
.05
-.02
5.64**
.17

F
R2

t
-3.64**
-1.17
-1.95
1.02
3.73**
.66
-.27

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Hypothesis 1c proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
challenging demands will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Again, results
showed a significant main effect of proactive personality on increasing challenging demands (b =
.45, p < .01), but no main effect of SME-rated boredom (b = .03, p = .57). The interaction
between boredom and proactive personality on increasing challenging demands was significant
(b = -.18, p < .05), however, follow up tests showed that the results did not support the
hypothesis. Conditional effects showed that at low levels of proactive personality (-1SD), the
relationship between SME-rated boredom and increasing challenging demands was positive (b =
.16, p < .05), while the relationship is not significant at high levels (+1SD) of proactive
personality (b = -.10, p = .22).
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Table 14 Increasing challenging demands regressed on SME-rated boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Proactive Personality
Boredom
Proactive X Boredom

B
-.01
.04
-.19
.12
.45
.03
-.18

β

(SE)
(.01)
(.19)
(.12)
(.09)
(.13)
(.06)
(.07)

-.07
.02
-.14
.10
.29
.04
-.19
4.01**

F
R2 Change

t
-.91
.22
-1.63
1.30
3.48**
.57
-2.44*

.12

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

I also used moderation analysis to test Hypothesis 2 that the relationship between
workplace boredom and increasing social resources will be stronger for employees high in
extraversion. The main effect of SME-rated boredom (b = -.01, p = .86) and extraversion (b =
.19, p = .16) on increasing social resources were not significant. Not supporting the hypothesis,
the interaction between boredom and extraversion on increasing social resources was not
significant (b = -.06, p = .37).
Table 15 Increasing social resources regressed on SME-rated boredom and
extraversion
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Extraversion
Boredom
Extraversion X
Boredom

β

B
-.02
-.19
-.18
.14
.19
.01

(SE)
(.01)
(.15)
(.10)
(.07)
(.13)
(.05)

-.30
-.09
-.16
.15
.12
.01

t
-3.75**
-1.24
-1.82
1.86
1.42
.18

-.06

(.07)

-.07

-.90

3.79**
.11

F
R2 Change

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Considering the facets of extraversion, I ran exploratory analyses to examine the
relationships among workplace boredom, the remaining dimensions of job crafting (i.e.,
increasing structural resources and increasing challenging demands), and the assertiveness facet
of extraversion. The interaction between boredom and assertiveness did not significantly impact
increasing structural resources (b = -.03, p = .61) or increasing challenging demands (b = -.12, p
= .13). Although assertiveness did significantly predict both increasing structural resources (b =
.29, p < .01) and increasing challenging demands (b = .50, p < .01).
Table 16 Increasing structural resources regressed on SME-rated boredom and
assertiveness
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Assertiveness
Boredom
Assertiveness X
Boredom
F
R2

β

B
-.01
-.03
-.17
.17
.29
.00

(SE)
(.00)
(.12)
(.08)
(.06)
(.09)
(.04)

-.16
-.02
-.19
.22
.25
.01

t
-2.11*
-.24
-2.32*
2.91**
3.20**
.13

-.03

(.05)

-.04

-.52

5.91**
.18

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 17 Increasing challenging demands regressed on SME-rated boredom and
assertiveness
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Assertiveness
Boredom
Assertiveness X
Boredom
F
R2

β

B
-.01
.13
-.12
.18
.50
.02

(SE)
(.01)
(.20)
(.12)
(.09)
(.15)
(.06)

-.08
.05
-.09
.15
.28
.03

t
-1.01
.64
-.99
1.95
3.48**
.41

-.12

(.08)

-.11

-1.52

4.07**
.12

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Finally, hypothesis 3 proposed the relationship between workplace boredom and
increasing challenging demands would be stronger for employees high in promotion focus.
Results showed the main effect of boredom on increasing challenging demands was not
significant (b = .07, p = .17). While promotion focus was a significant predictor of increasing
challenging demands (b = .77, p < .01), the interaction between boredom and promotion focus on
increasing challenging demands was marginally significant (b = -.13, p = .06). Follow up tests of
conditional effects showed that the relationship between SME-rated boredom and increasing
challenging demands was significant at -1SD of promotion focus (b = .17, p < .05), but not
significant at +1SD (b = -.03, p = -.73).
Table 18 Increasing challenging demands regressed on SME-rated boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Promotion Focus
Boredom
Promotion Focus X
Boredom

β

B
.01
.22
-.05
.09
.77
.07

(SE)
(.01)
(.18)
(.11)
(.09)
(.12)
(.05)

.08
.09
-.03
.07
.50
.10

t
.98
1.23
-.41
.99
6.43**
1.37

-.13

(.07)

-.13

-1.87

8.60**

F
R2 Change

.25

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Exploratory analyses found that promotion focus did not act as a moderator of the
relationships between workplace boredom and increasing structural resources (b = -.02, p = .73)
or increasing social resources (b = .01, p = .83).
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Table 19 Increasing structural resources regressed on SME-rated boredom
and promotion focus
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Promotion Focus
Boredom
Promotion Focus X
Boredom

β

B
.00
.05
-.13
.10
.49
.03

(SE)
(.00)
(.11)
(.07)
(.05)
(.07)
(.03)

-.01
.03
-.14
.13
.49
.07

t
-.10
.40
-1.81
1.88
6.56**
1.01

-.02

(.04)

-.04

-.35

11.36**
.31

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient; df for Step 1= 408, df for Step 2=406. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 20 Increasing social resources regressed on SME-rated boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Age
Gender
Boredom Proneness
Job Autonomy
Promotion Focus
Boredom
Promotion Focus X
Boredom

β

B
-.01
-.06
-.12
.05
.50
.05

(SE)
(.01)
(.15)
(.09)
(.07)
(.10)
(.04)

-.17
-.03
-.11
.06
.41
.08

t
-2.18*
.42
-1.37
.78
5.22**
1.07

.01

(.06)

.02

.22

7.77**
.23

F
R2

Note. N=162. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient; df for Step 1= 408, df for Step 2=406. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Study 1 Discussion
Study 1 used a cross-sectional design to test the relationships among boredom,
personality traits, and job crafting. All hypotheses were tested twice, first using participants’ selfreported levels of boredom in reference to their current job. Contrary to the proposed hypotheses,
the likelihood of an employee to job craft when experiencing boredom did not depend on being
high in the proposed personality traits. Considering these traits independently, results showed

35

that individuals higher in proactive personality, extraversion, and promotion focus tend to report
lower levels of experienced boredom at work. Those who felt less bored at work were also more
likely to increase their structural resources and social resources.
While the interaction between self-reported boredom and proactive personality was not
predictive of increasing social resources or increasing challenging demands, it did predict
increasing structural resources. Unsurprisingly, boredom was not linked to increasing structural
resources for employees who were low in proactive personality. Even though they might feel
unengaged or like they are wasting time, these employees are less motivated to take initiative or
make changes to their work situations (Parker et al., 2010). On the other hand, employees high in
proactive personality were significantly less likely to increase their structural resources when
experiencing high levels of workplace boredom. It is possible that boredom has a stronger
negative impact on individuals who are highly proactive, as opposed to having little impact on
employees who are not proactive and would not job craft under any circumstances. The negative
emotions stemming from feeling bored, such as discomfort and dissatisfaction, could drain a
proactive employee’s resources, which may prevent them from gaining resources (e.g., Hobfoll,
2001), particularly structural resources that require substantial effort.
Returning to the proposed interaction hypotheses, the relationship between self-reported
workplace boredom and increasing social resources was not dependent on extraversion, nor was
the relationship between boredom and increasing challenging demands dependent on promotion
focus. Exploring the facet level of extraversion, results showed that assertiveness was not a
moderator of the link between boredom and job crafting, however, it was independently a strong
predictor of increasing structural resources and challenging demands. Individuals who enjoy
taking charge, acting first, and leading the way seem to be more prone to developing themselves
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and taking on extra responsibilities. Similarly, proactive personality and promotion focus were
strong predictors of all types of job crafting, above and beyond self-reported boredom and the
control variables.
Hypotheses were tested again using SME-rated boredom. These ratings of jobs as boring
had a significant but weak relationship with self-reported boredom, suggesting that feeling bored
at work is not necessarily reflective of a boring job based on job duties rated by outsiders as
monotonous, tedious, and repetitive. Results from testing the proposed interactions again did not
support the hypotheses. Individuals with jobs rated as more boring were more likely to increase
structural resources and challenging demands if they were lower in proactive personality.
Further, results showed no significant relationship between ratings of a job as boring and
likelihood to job craft for individuals high in proactive personality. This finding could stem from
the type of jobs people self-select into. Proactive individuals may be more likely to work in jobs
that allow less room for crafting or have already crafted their roles upon starting. For example,
researchers have found that the perceived ability to job craft is predictive of job crafting
behaviors (Wingerden & Poell, 2017) and employees who tend to take personal initiative will
engage in behaviors with a long-term focus (Frese et al., 1996) such as crafting their jobs in ways
that result in permanent changes and limit future job crafting. Oppositely, individuals low in
proactive personality might have chosen jobs that allow more room for growth and taking on
extra responsibilities.
Similar to the results using self-reported boredom, the relationship between SME-rated
boredom and increasing social resources did not depend on extraversion. The relationships
between SME-rated boredom and job crafting were also not dependent on assertiveness or
promotion focus. However, assertiveness predicted increasing structural resources and
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challenging demands above and beyond SME-rated boredom while promotion focus was a strong
predictor of all three job crafting dimensions above and beyond SME-rated boredom.
Whether using self-reported or SME-rated measures of boredom, personality seemed to
have the strongest relationship with job crafting. Proactive personality and promotion focus
predicted all three dimensions of job crafting above and beyond both measures of boredom.
Assertiveness predicted increasing structural resources and increasing challenging demands
above and beyond both measures. Assertiveness was not proposed to be linked to increasing
social resources because this trait concerns taking charge, giving opinions, and being the first to
act (DeYoung et al., 2007). In the context of socioanalytic theory, these qualities reflect getting
ahead and trying to maximize resources, rather than getting along with others (Hogan & Holland,
2003), which would not be conducive for requesting coaching or feedback from a supervisor.
Another factor with a strong effect on job crafting was age. Whether included in a model
with self-reported boredom or SME-rated boredom, age predicted both increasing structural
resources and increasing social resources beyond the personality traits. Participants in the study
ranged from 18 years to 64 years old, meaning the older employees could be approaching
retirement and thereby less interested in developing themselves or expanding their networks.
Additionally, meta-analysis has shown that as employees get older, they choose to invest fewer
resources in growth opportunities such as advancement and promotion (Kooij et al., 2011).
Pilot Study for Study 2
Before conducting the experiment in Study 2, I conducted a pilot study to test the
proposed boredom manipulation (described below). Participants were undergraduate research
assistants who were then requested not to participate in Study 2 when it became available online
because of their participation in the pilot study. An independent samples t-test showed that the
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experimental group who received the boredom manipulation rated the task as more boring (M =
2.43, SD = 1.72) compared to the control group (M = 1.00, SD = .63), however, this difference
was only marginally significant t(11) = -1.92, p = .08. Based on feedback from the research
assistants that the name typing should take more time to feel more tedious and unengaging, the
boring task was doubled in length.
Study 2 Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited using the same two methods used in Study 1, which were an
online university platform and snowball sampling. About 71.83% of participants identified as
women while 28.17% identified as men. Participants were an average age of 21.21 years old (SD
= 4.66) and had been working either part-time or full-time for an average of 3.72 years. Around
half of the sample identified as White (N = 73), while 41 identified as Hispanic/Latino, 13
Black/African American, 11 Asian/Pacific Islander, and 7 as other.
The experiment took place entirely online, and participants were randomly assigned to
the control group or the experimental group upon starting the study. All participants were
presented with the following scenario:
“Pretend you are working as a receptionist at a large resort. You work traditional 9am to 5pm
hours and interact with most of the same workers every day. Your typical job duties include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Providing a welcoming first impression
Answering telephone calls
Serving guests courteously and efficiently
Maintaining cleanliness of the front desk
Updating the guest information database

The guest information database needs to be updated.”
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The control group was then asked three brief questions. They were asked to check boxes
with information they would include in the hotel database then asked to type a response to why it
is helpful to include this information and what other information might be useful to include in the
database. This under three-minute task was chosen for the control group because it should
neither induce boredom nor excitement. Contrasting the boring task, the control task was
designed not to be monotonous, tedious, or repetitive.
The experimental group saw the following: “Your supervisor needs you to re-enter guest
information in a format that can be recognized in the company’s new system.” The experimental
group then completed a boring task for about 15 minutes modeled after Mann and Cadman’s
(2014) experiment on job boredom. Acting as receptionists, participants in the experimental
group were instructed to retype fictional hotel guest names without a comma separating the first
and last name. A manipulation check was included after the task asking participants to rate how
boring task was on scale from 1 (not at all boring) to 5 (extremely boring). Participants were also
asked how mentally demanding they perceived the task to be from 0 (very low) to 100 (very
high) using the NASA Task Load Index (TLX) in order to equate both groups on mental
demands.
Following the boring task for the experimental group and shorter less boring task for the
control group, participants rated their likelihood to job craft. Continuing with the scenario, the
experiment stated, “Like you, your co-worker has noticed they have a lot of downtime at work.
What recommendations would you make?” Participants were asked to recommend actions rather
than respond with behaviors they would do to reduce social desirability effects. Within the hotel
receptionist context, participants then completed the Tims et al. (2012) job crafting scale that
includes the three dimensions of increasing structural job resources, increasing social job
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resources, and increasing challenging job demands. To stay consistent with the experiment, some
items were modified, and new items were added that reflected tasks specific to hotel
receptionists such as memorize more restaurant recommendations for guests, ask other
receptionists for advice, and ask for more odd jobs around the hotel. These were added based on
job duties listed in online receptionist job postings.
Lastly, participants were thanked for their participation in the experiment and asked
questions about themselves. These questions included the measures of proactive personality,
extraversion, and promotion focus. Additionally, I included measures of boredom proneness and
perceived job autonomy, along with demographic variables.
Study 2 Measures
The online experiment used measures of personality, boredom proneness, and job
autonomy identical to Study 1. The survey did not ask for job titles or job descriptions. As
described above, I modified the instructions and items for the job crafting measure to fit the
experimental design.
NASA Task Load Index. As part a manipulation check to avoid conflating boredom with
mental effort, I asked participants in both groups to rate the mental demand of their task using
the NASA Task Load Index (TLX; Hart & Staveland, 1988). The index measures mental demand
with the item “How mentally demanding was this task?” with a sliding scale from 0 (very low) to
100 (very high). This tool was shown to be a valid predictor of performance such that mental
demand was strongly and positively linked to task performance (Rubio et al., 2004).
Analyses for Study 2
I tested the interaction hypotheses using analyses similar to those used in Study 1.
However, I created a dummy variable to examine the effect of the boredom manipulation, with
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the experimental group coded as 1 and the control group coded as 0. This dummy variable was
entered into the regression equations first along with the moderator variable. In the second step, I
included the interaction between the dummy coded manipulation variable and moderator.
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS OF STUDY 2
Descriptive Statistics
Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations of study variables are presented
in Table 1. When looking at the bivariate correlations, the boredom manipulation was not
significantly linked to any dimension of job crafting but was related to mental demands. Because
participants were randomly assigned to the control or experimental group, I did not include
control variables in the analyses. However, the task for participants who received the boredom
manipulation was around 15 minutes while the control task was under three minutes, which
could be why mental demand was significantly related to the manipulation.
Table 21 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
N
M
SD
1
2

3

4

5

-.08
.10
-.03

.26**
.04

.06

(.72)

.10
-.04
-.05
.02

.03
.02
-.07
.03

-.13
-.17*
.07
.15

.07
-.02
.06
.13

.38**
.40**
.52**
.29**

(.81)
.80**
.40**
.14

.76

.14

-.07

.11

-.14

.18*

.01

1.00

.10

.05

.13

.01

.11

.02

1. Gender
2. Age
3. Mental Demand
4. Manipulation
5. Proactive Personality

142
143
151
215
147

.72
21.21
21.97
.28
4.31

.45
4.66
24.23
.45
.57

.00
-.08
-.00
-.00

6. Extraversion
7. Assertiveness
8. Promotion Focus
9. Increasing Structural
Resources
10. Increasing Social
Resources
11. Increasing
Challenging Demands

146
146
145
147

3.64
3.65
3.95
3.74

.46
.57
.61
.67

147

3.44

147

3.37

6

Note. Gender is coded as 0 (male) and 1 (female). Manipulation coded as 0 (control) and 1 (experimental). Alpha
values added in diagonal. ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < 0.01.
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Table 21 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
N
M
SD
7

8

9

10

1. Gender
2. Age
3. Mental Demand
4. Manipulation
5. Proactive Personality

142
143
151
215
147

.72
21.21
21.97
.29
4.31

.45
4.66
24.23
.45
.57

6. Extraversion
7. Assertiveness
8. Promotion Focus
9. Increasing Structural
Resources
10. Increasing Social
Resources
11. Increasing
Challenging Demands

146
146
145
147

3.64
3.65
3.95
3.74

.46
.57
.61
.67

(.77)
.52**
.20*

(.85)
.22**

147

3.44

.76

-.05

.12

.50**

(.81)

147

3.37

1.00

.09

.13

.28**

.18*

11

(.66)

(.80)

Note. Gender is coded as 0 (male) and 1 (female). Manipulation coded as 0 (control) and 1 (experimental). Alpha
values added in diagonal. ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < 0.01.

Tests of Hypotheses for Study 2

Study 2 used an experimental design to induce boredom then measure its impact on job
crafting. A manipulation check showed that the experimental group rated their task as
significantly more boring (M = 3.39, SD = 1.44) compared to the control group (M = 2.12, SD =
1.36; t(149) = -5.51, p < .01). As described above, I proposed that boredom would be more likely
to result in job crafting if employees were high in certain personality traits. Considering the use
of random assignment, the only control variable included in the regression analyses was mental
demand. Considering the task performed by the control group was much shorter compared to the
task meant to invoke feelings of boredom, I wanted to equate both conditions on mental
demands.
Hypothesis 1a proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
structural resources will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Moderated
regression analysis showed a significant main effect of proactive personality on increasing
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structural resources (b = .39, p < .01), but no main effect of the boredom manipulation (b = .11, p
= .34). Not supporting the hypothesis, the interaction term was not significant (b = -.16, p = .41).
Table 22 Increasing structural resources regressed on manipulated boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Mental Demand
Proactive Personality
Manipulation
Proactive X
Manipulation

β

B
.00
.39
.11

(SE)
(.00)
(.13)
(.11)

.13
.33
.08

t
1.52
2.96**
.95

-.16

(.20)

-.09

-.83

4.02**
.08

F
R2

Note. N=144. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Hypothesis 1b proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
social resources will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. While the boredom
manipulation significantly predicted increasing social resources (b = -.30, p < .05) and proactive
personality was a marginally significant predictor (b = .27, p = .07), results did not show a
significant interaction (b = -.06, p = .80) on increasing social resources.
Table 23 Increasing social resources regressed on manipulated boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Mental Demand
Proactive Personality
Manipulation
Proactive X
Manipulation

β

B
.01
.27
-.30

(SE)
(.00)
(.15)
(.13)

.15
.20
-.19

t
1.78
1.80
-2.30*

-.06

(.23)

-.03

-.26

2.88*

F
R2

.05

Note. N=144. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Hypothesis 1c proposed that the relationship between workplace boredom and increasing
challenging demands will be stronger for employees high in proactive personality. Moderated
regression analysis showed no significant main effect of proactive personality (b = .01, p = .98)
or boredom (b = -.07, p = .67) on increasing challenging demands. Not supporting this
hypothesis, the interaction between the boredom manipulation and proactive personality on
increasing challenging demands was not significant (b = .42, p = .16).
Table 24 Increasing challenging demands regressed on manipulated boredom and
proactive personality
Predictor
Mental Demand
Proactive Personality
Manipulation
Proactive X
Manipulation

β

B
.01
.01
-.07

(SE)
(.00)
(.20)
(.17)

.12
.00
-.04

t
1.36
.02
-.43

.42

(.30)

.16

1.40

1.64
.02

F
R2

Note. N=144. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

For Hypothesis 2, moderation analysis showed a significant main effect of the boredom
manipulation on social crafting (b = -.29, p < .05). The main effect of extraversion was not
significant (b = .28, p = .17) and the relationship between the boredom manipulation and
increasing social resources was not dependent on extraversion (b = -.39, p = .16).
Table 25 Increasing social resources regressed on manipulated boredom and
extraversion
Predictor
Mental Demand
Extraversion
Manipulation
Extraversion X
Manipulation
F
R2

β

B
.01
.28
-.29

(SE)
(.00)
(.20)
(.13)

.20
.17
-.19

t
2.27
1.37
-2.20*

-.39

(.28)

-.17

-1.41

2.19
.03

Note. N=143. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Looking at the assertiveness facet of extraversion, I ran exploratory analyses to examine
whether this moderated the relationships among workplace boredom and the other dimensions of
job crafting. Results showed a significant interaction between the boredom manipulation and
assertiveness on increasing structural resources (b = -.38, p < .05). Follow up tests of conditional
effects showed that the relationship between boredom and increasing structural resources was
positive and significant at -1SD of assertiveness (b = .34, p < .05) but was not significant at
+1SD (b = -.10, p = .55).
Table 26 Increasing structural resources regressed on manipulated boredom and
assertiveness
Predictor
Mental Demand
Assertiveness
Manipulation
Assertiveness X
Manipulation

β

B
.01
.43
.12

(SE)
(.00)
(.13)
(.11)

.20
.36
.09

t
2.33
3.33**
1.10

-.38

(.19)

-.22

-2.01*

4.21**

F
R2

.08

Note. N=143. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

The interaction between the boredom manipulation and assertiveness was also not a
significant predictor of increasing challenging demands (b = -.12, p = .70).
Table 27 Increasing challenging demands regressed on manipulated boredom and
assertiveness
Predictor
Mental Demand
Assertiveness
Manipulation
Assertiveness X
Manipulation

β

B
.01
.26
-.06

(SE)
(.00)
(.20)
(.17)

.18
.15
-.03

t
2.02
1.30
-.36

-.12

(.30)

-.04

-.38

1.33
.04

F
R2

Note. N=143. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Finally, hypothesis 3 proposed the relationship between workplace boredom and
increasing challenging demands would be stronger for employees high in promotion focus.
Regression showed that neither the manipulation (b = -.05, p = .76) nor promotion focus (b = .04,
p = .84) had significant main effects. Results further showed that the interaction between
boredom and promotion focus on increasing challenging demands was not significant (b = .40, p
= .16).
Table 28 Increasing challenging demands regressed on manipulated boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Mental Demand
Promotion Focus
Manipulation
Promo Focus X
Manipulation
F
R2

β

B
.01
.04
-.05

(SE)
(.00)
(.18)
(.17)

.13
-.03
-.03

t
1.52
-.31
.20

.40

(.28)

.16

1.43

1.93
.03

Note. N=142. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Exploratory analyses found that promotion focus significantly predicted increasing
structural resources (b = .27, p < .05) and the boredom manipulation predicted increasing social
resources (b = -.29, p < .05). However, promotion focus did not act as a moderator of the
relationships between workplace boredom and increasing structural resources (b = -.15, p = .40)
or increasing social resources (b = -.04, p = .85).
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Table 29 Increasing structural resources regressed on manipulated boredom
and promotion focus
Predictor
Mental Demand
Promotion Focus
Manipulation
Promotion Focus X
Manipulation
F
R2

β

B
.00
.27
.14

(SE)
(.00)
(.12)
(.11)

.14
.25
.11

t
1.68
2.29*
1.26

-.15

(.18)

-.09

-.84

3.14*
.08

Note. N=142. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 30 Increasing social resources regressed on manipulated boredom and
promotion focus
Predictor
Mental Demand
Promotion Focus
Manipulation
Promotion Focus X
Manipulation

β

B
.01
.17
-.29

(SE)
(.00)
(.14)
(.13)

.16
.13
-.19

t
1.83
1.20
-2.19*

-.04

(.21)

-.02

-.19

2.17
.06

F
R2

Note. N=142. B=unstandardized regression coefficient; SE=standard error of B; β=standardized
regression coefficient. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Study 2 Discussion
Study 2 used an experimental design to test the relationships among boredom, personality
traits, and job crafting. Rather than asking participants to report their perceptions of boredom or
using experts to rate primary job duties as boring, Study 2 put participants into a scenario that
required those in the experimental group to complete a task that induced boredom. Although
none of the interaction hypotheses were supported, results showed that proactive personality
predicted increasing structural resources such that those who reported being more proactive were
more likely to try and develop their capabilities, learn new things, and improve their skills.
Looking at increasing social resources, the manipulation was predictive of job crafting such that
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those who received the boredom manipulation were less likely to increase social resources
through behaviors such as getting feedback from supervisors or coworkers. This was the case
when the model included proactive personality or extraversion. In short, employees are less
likely to socially job craft when bored regardless of personality type. The emotional resource
drain from experiencing boredom may leave little energy to engage with others no matter how
proactive, outgoing, or motivated an employee is normally.
Looking at the significant impact of assertiveness on the relationship between boredom
and increasing structural resources, results showed that only at low levels of assertiveness were
people likely to increase structural resources. Feeling bored only inspired job crafting for those
who seldom focus energy on social dominance, taking charge, or leading others. However, when
controlling for the impact of boredom, assertiveness was a positive predictor of increasing
structural resources. In line with past theory on assertiveness (e.g., Eysenck & Eysenck, 1994),
individuals who more actively seek out excitement or leadership roles will be more likely to
increase structural resources such as professional development or skill improvement. Taking
these findings together, studies have suggested that extraversion is linked to stress appraisals and
affective responses (e.g., Schneider et al., 2012) and that extraverts are especially dissatisfied
with simple, repetitive tasks (Loukidou et al., 2009) which may explain why boredom could be a
more debilitating negative experience for individuals high in assertiveness that drains personal
resources thereby impeding job crafting.
Finally, results showed that the relationship between boredom and job crafting did not
depend on levels of promotion focus. Those who experienced the boredom manipulation and
were higher in promotion focus were not more likely to increase structural resources, social
resources, or challenging demands. However, promotion focus was a positive predictor of
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increasing structural resources when controlling for boredom. Thinking about JD-R theory, those
who direct their resources toward accomplishing goals (i.e., employees high in promotion focus)
were more likely to try and develop their skills and capabilities or learn new things at work
allowing them to strike a balance between job demands and job resources.
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION
Recent research has called for the examination of workplace boredom with personality
factors such as proactivity and regulatory focus (e.g., Nishioka & Godollei, 2021).
Understanding these traits in the context of boredom can have important implications for
personnel selection along with workplace interventions for current employees. Research
consistently shows that experiencing boredom is linked to negative outcomes such as lower
performance, cyberloafing, and job dissatisfaction (e.g., Caplan et al., 1975; Kass et al., 2001;
Pindek et al., 2018). Unfortunately, this study demonstrates that jobs cannot simply be
redesigned to be less boring. Experienced boredom is a perception uniquely held by each
individual employee that does not necessarily correlate with jobs that SMEs consider as boring.
For example, one job rated by SMEs as extremely boring based on employees’ reported job
duties was cashier. Although these cashiers had similar job duties, some reported feeling
extremely bored while others experienced average or low levels of boredom at work.
The overall goal of this dissertation was to examine the influence of personality traits on
the relationships between boredom and job crafting. For a more comprehensive understanding, I
considered boredom from three perspectives: 1) self-reported boredom, meaning employee
perceptions around feeling bored at work, 2) SME-rated boredom, meaning outsiders’ ratings of
how boring a job is based on empirical definitions of boring, and 3) state boredom that was
artificially induced through an experimental manipulation. My hypotheses proposed that all three
measures of boredom would be linked to job crafting depending on individuals’ levels of
proactive personality, extraversion, and promotion focus. Instead of influencing the relationships
between boredom and job crafting, the personality traits were independently strong predictors of
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all dimensions of crafting. Regardless of whether employees felt bored in their jobs, were in a
job rated by outsiders as boring, or experienced state boredom as part of an experiment, their
personality was most predictive of their likelihood to increase structural resources, social
resources, or challenging demands.
For example, proactive personality and assertiveness predicted increasing structural
resources regardless of the type of boredom included in the model. Whether bored or not,
proactive or assertive individuals seem to be more prone toward increasing job resources in the
form of professional development, learning, and expanding capabilities. In the cross-sectional
study that included boredom measured with self- and SME-reports, proactive personality was
positively linked to all three dimensions of job crafting, while assertiveness predicted increasing
structural resources and challenging demands. Promotion focus was a strong predictor of job
crafting in the cross-sectional study beyond self-reports and SME-rated boredom, but predicted
increasing structural resources above and beyond all conceptualizations of boredom.
Several findings ran contrary to the hypotheses. Results showed self-reported boredom
was only linked to increasing structural resources when individuals were high in proactive
personality, and this link was negative. Said differently, only the more proactive employees who
experienced boredom were less likely to job craft by increasing their structural resources. These
proactive employees could experience a resource drain due to the negative affective experience
associated with boredom, leaving them without resources needed for job crafting. They may also
have a strong negative reaction toward feeling bored because the most proactive individuals are
likely to self-select into jobs assumed to be fast-paced and challenging. If the work feels boring,
these employees could feel underutilized and even resentful toward the organization, decreasing
their inclination toward job crafting.
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Another unexpected result was that boring jobs (as rated by SMEs) only resulted in
increasing structural resources when participants were low on proactive personality. Again, this
could be related to the type of jobs individuals self-select into. The most proactive individuals
likely chose jobs that were already stimulating and rarely get boring, resulting in little need to
job craft. A benefit of additionally running an experiment was to eliminate selection effects by
randomly assigning participants to the boredom manipulation. Results from Study 2 did not
reflect this unexpected finding related to proactive personality. However, participants in Study 2
who received the boredom manipulation were only likely to increase structural resources if they
were low in assertiveness. Extraverted individuals are more easily bored by monotonous tasks
(Gardner & Cummings, 1988) and they were unable to escape the boring task required in the
experiment potentially resulting in a negative emotional reaction that drained resources
necessary for job crafting.
In sum, results from both studies show a lack of support for the interaction hypotheses.
Regardless of boredom being manipulated, measured using self-reports, or rated by SMEs based
on primary job duties, personality traits (i.e., proactive personality, assertiveness, and promotion
focus) were consistently the strongest predictors of job crafting. This could suggest that
personality overrides the influence of feeling bored or having a boring job when it comes to
increasing structural resources, social resources, or challenging demands. Employees high in
proactive personality, assertiveness, or promotion focus may be more likely to job craft,
regardless of whether they are bored or their job is considered by outsiders as boring. This
implies that organizations wanting to reap the benefits of job crafting by hiring employees most
likely to craft while being less disposed toward feeling bored, should select for high proactivity,
assertiveness, and promotion focus. In terms of job design, organizations must also do their best
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to prevent current employees high in these traits from feeling bored in their roles because they
may react more negatively to boredom thereby feeling less energized to job craft.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
While this study brings attention to important factors that impact boredom at work, there
are a few limitations to note. First, Study 1 was a cross-sectional study that included self-report
measures raising concerns of common method bias (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2003). Further,
although I proposed the directional influence of boredom and personality on job crafting, a crosssectional design does not support causation (Shadish et al., 2002). While I compensated for these
two limitations by including SME ratings of jobs as boring and utilizing an experiment to
manipulate boredom in Study 2, future research could more thoroughly examine the relationships
among boredom, personality, and job crafting using a longitudinal study.
Second, it is possible that the selected SMEs might rate jobs systematically different from
the general working population. The SMEs were college students with only a few years of work
experience in a limited number of jobs. Workers who have been in the workforce and held
numerous positions might recognize jobs as more complex than they sound resulting in rating
jobs as less boring. In contrast, more experienced workers could rate jobs as more boring
compared to college students for whom job duties are more likely to be novel. In attempt to
minimize assumptions made about jobs, the SMEs received frame of reference training and rated
specific job duties. An interesting thought for future research would be to compare ratings of
boring jobs between groups of people with varying years of work experience.
Third, only three personality traits were measured based on their theoretical relevance to
the hypotheses. However, other traits might impact individuals’ likelihood to job craft when
bored. For example, studies have shown that employees high in neuroticism may be predisposed
to boredom, while conscientious employees are less likely to be bored because of job crafting
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(Oprea et al., 2019). The current study also shows the importance of considering the facet levels
of broad personality constructs. For example, the assertiveness facet of extraversion was only
predictive of increasing structural resources and challenging demands. Assertiveness is related to
taking control, having a strong personality, and giving opinions, as opposed to the enthusiasm
facet related to being sociable and enjoying close relationships, which was a marginally
significant predictor of increasing social resources. Future research should consider the
relationships among boredom, job crafting, and more nuanced measures of personality.
Two limitations of the experiment in Study 2 were the use of tasks unequal in time and
effort, and that the experiment took place entirely online. The experimental group performed a
task lasting much longer than the control group, hence the inclusion of mental demand as a
control variable. The challenge of having more comparable tasks is finding a task for the control
group that does not evoke feelings of boredom but simultaneously does not stimulate participants
by evoking positive emotions. Regarding the use of an online platform, although a pilot study
supported the manipulation’s validity, participants may have been more immersed in a laboratory
setting. The key benefit of this type of design is testing causality to see if boredom is decreased
after job crafting or if boredom is a negative affective state that inhibits job crafting. My
experiment showed the manipulation only significantly impacted one dimension of job crafting
such that participants who experienced the boredom manipulation were less likely to increase
their social resources, suggesting boredom makes people less likely to ask for feedback, advice,
or coaching. Future researchers could attempt a higher fidelity simulation to evoke boredom and
test its effects on the three dimensions of job crafting.
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APPENDIX A: MEASURES
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Workplace Boredom
Multidimensional State Boredom Scale (MSBS) Short Form (Hunter, Dyer, Cribbie, &
Eastwood, 2016)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I seem to be forced to do things that have no value to me.
I feel bored.
I am wasting time that would be better spent on something else.
I want something to happen but I’m not sure what.
I feel like I’m sitting around waiting for something to happen.
I am easily distracted.
My mind is wandering
Time is passing by slower than usual

Job autonomy
Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1975)
1. I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job
2. I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work
3. I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do my job

Boredom Proneness Scale
Farmer & Sundberg (1986) adapted by Struk et al. (2017)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I often find myself at “loose ends,” not knowing what to do.
I find it hard to entertain myself.
Many things I have to do are repetitive and monotonous.
It takes more stimulation to get me going than most people.
I don’t feel motivated by most things that I do.
In most situations, it is hard for me to find something to do or see to keep me interested.
Much of the time, I just sit around doing nothing.
Unless I am doing something exciting, even dangerous, I feel half-dead and dull.

Proactive Personality
Parker and Sprigg’s (1999) abbreviated version of the Bateman and Crant (1993) proactive
personality measure
1.
2.
3.
4.

Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality
If I see something I don't like, I fix it
I am always looking for better ways to do things
If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen
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Extraversion
Big Five Aspects Scales (BFAS; DeYoung et al., 2007)
Assertiveness
1. Take charge.
2. Have a strong personality.
3. Lack the talent for influencing people. (R)
4. Know how to captivate people.
5. Wait for others to lead the way. (R)
6. See myself as a good leader.
7. Can talk others into doing things.
8. Hold back my opinions. (R)
9. Am the first to act.
10. Do not have an assertive personality. (R)
Enthusiasm
1. Make friends easily.
2. Am hard to get to know. (R)
3. Keep others at a distance. (R)
4. Reveal little about myself. (R)
5. Warm up quickly to others.
6. Rarely get caught up in the excitement. (R)
7. Am not a very enthusiastic person. (R)
8. Show my feelings when I’m happy.
9. Have a lot of fun.
10. Laugh a lot.
Promotion Focus
Work Regulatory Focus Scale (Neubert et al., 2008)
1. I take chances at work to maximize my goals for advancement.
2. I tend to take risks at work in order to achieve success.
3. If I had an opportunity to participate on a high-risk, high-reward project I would
definitely take it.
4. If my job did not allow for advancement, I would likely find a new one.
5. A chance to grow is an important factor for me when looking for a job.
6. I focus on accomplishing job tasks that will further my advancement.
7. I spend a great deal of time envisioning how to fulfill my aspirations.
8. My work priorities are impacted by a clear picture of what I aspire to be
9. At work, I am motivated by my hopes and aspirations.
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Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012)
In the past 3 months, how often have you done the following (1=never, 5=very often)
Increasing structural job resources
I try to develop my capabilities
I try to develop myself professionally
I try to learn new things at work
I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest
I decide on my own how I do things
Increasing social job resources
I ask my supervisor to coach me
I ask whether my supervisor is satisfied with my work
I look to my supervisor for inspiration
I ask others for feedback on my job performance
I ask colleagues for advice
Increasing challenging job demands
I ask for more tasks if I finish my work
I ask for more responsibilities
I ask for more odd jobs

61

APPENDIX B: SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSES
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Based on findings from existing research, I controlled for age, gender, boredom
proneness, and job autonomy in all Study 1 analyses. However, some researchers have made the
argument that boredom proneness scales capture a state of boredom rather than a trait (e.g.,
Gana, Broc, & Bailly, 2019). Therefore, I re-ran all analyses without including boredom
proneness in the models. When testing the interaction between proactive personality and
boredom, results showed that self-reported boredom became a significant negative predictor of
increasing structural resources, and a marginally significant predictor of increasing social
resources. In the model testing the interaction between assertiveness and boredom, self-reported
boredom became a significant negative predictor of increasing structural resources and social
resources. Although boredom proneness and self-reported boredom may share variance, findings
on the interactive effects proposed in the hypotheses remained the same with and without
including boredom proneness as a control variable.
Additionally, I re-ran all Study 1 analyses that used SME-rated boredom. These results
reflected results from the main study that included boredom proneness as a control variable.
There appears to be less overlap between boredom proneness and outsiders’ reports of a job as
boring in comparison to the overlap between boredom proneness and state boredom (i.e., selfreported boredom).
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